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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to the RCE and Amendment filed 1/28/2008. 
Claims 56-75 are pending. Claims 31-55 have been cancelled by Applicant's 
amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 74 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. Claim 75 is directed to a 'system', however, there is no 
definite structure given to the system, and given Applicant's statements in paragraphs 
1 1 4 and 1 1 5 of the specification the Examiner is led to believe that the system of claim 
74 may be merely software per se. (i.e. functional descriptive material) 
Claim 75 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. Claim 75 is directed to a 'physical computer-readable 
storage medium', however, this computer readable medium maps back to the 
specification paragraph 114 which defines computer readable media as any transmitting 
or receiving medium. To overcome this rejection, the Examiner recommends amending 
paragraph 1 14 to clearly state that computer readable media and transmission media 
are separate definitions, and that the computer readable medium cannot be a 
transmission media. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 56-57, 62-63, 65-66, 68, 69-75 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Greenwald (WO 91/86444), in view of Callay (US 5610923), in 
further view of Kojima (US 6384848). 

Regarding claims 56, 63, 68, 74 and 75, Greenwald discloses: 

invoking an automated triage process that incorporates validation and 
remediation into an event dispatch process, wherein the automated triage 
process comprises a plurality of predetermined validation routines for 
determining valid and invalid events and a plurality of remediation routines for 
attempting to correct the problem without manual intervention, said validation and 
remediation routines based on an event class such that the same routines are 
called for events within the same event class for consistent event processing, 
comprising: (Greenwald discloses defining event classes linked to validation 
routines, see the fault handlers and fault types on page 23, lines 8-16. The fault 
handlers are tied to fault type and done in a priority order based on the type of 
fault. Page 21, lines 12-15 disclose receiving faults from the network, and page 
23 lines 8-16 disclose fault handlers that perform diagnosis and tests on faults. 
The Examiner notes that Greenwald automatically invokes fault handlers without 
user intervention.) 
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(a) determining the event class for the event received; (Page 23, lines 8- 
16 disclose that the type of event (fault type) is determined in order to determine 
what fault handlers to use) 

(b) automatically invoking the validation routine for that event class to filter 
invalid events; (Page 23, lines 8-16 disclose that the type of event (fault type) is 
determined in order to determine what fault handlers to use) 

(c) if the validation routine determines the event is invalid or if there is no 
remediation routine for that event class, ending the automated triage process; 
(page 26 lines 27-30 disclose that the return value of the fault handler is 
analyzed to determine if further processing is necessary) 

(d) ending the automated triage process by passing the event back to a 
network management program that handles the event dispatch process along 
with triage data comprising validation results so that the triage data may be used 
by the network management program in the event dispatch process, (page 19 
lines 30-36 disclose including the processing steps and their results in a trouble 
ticket that is forwarded to a user, the network management program being the 
system that displays in the information to the user.) 

Greenwald discloses all the limitations of claims 56 and 74-75 except for 
performing automated validation of the event before performing remediation of 
the event. 

The general concept of checking to make sure an alarm is valid (i.e. not a 
false positive) in the system before further processing is well known in the art as 
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taught by Callay. (Abstract, line 1 teaches determining whether a maintenance 
message generated is or is not a real fault. I.e. a False Positive (claims 62 and 
68)) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine Greenwald with the general concept of checking to 
make sure an alarm represents a real fault in the system before further 
processing as taught by Callay in order to save computation cycles in the system 
by not wasting them by diagnosing spurious problems. 

Greenwald and Callay teach all the limitations of claims 56 and 74-75 
except for the automatic remediation being associated with the event class. 

The general concept of having automatic remediation available for system 
events and alarms is well known in the art as taught by Kojima. (Col. 4 lines 39- 
47 teach that an automatic correction function can be associated with an 
event/alarm. Additionally, if no automatic correction function is defined for an 
event, no correction function is executed) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Greenwald and Calley with the general concept of having 
automatic remediation available for system events and alarms as taught by 
Kojima in order to allow the operator spend more time to handle more complex 
errors and faults. 

Regarding claim 57, Greenwald discloses: 
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wherein the validation routine tests the object and stores the validation 
result, updates a first variable to designate a validation status, and updates a 
second variable that contains a path to the validation result, (page 19 lines 30-36 
disclose including the processing steps and their results) 

Regarding claim 62, Greenwald discloses: 

wherein the network management program uses the triage data to create 
any required problem tickets or notifications for the event. (Page 19, lines 30-36, 
disclose a presentation system for the fault objects.) 
Regarding claim 65, Greenwald discloses: 

performing event validation on the event based on event class designates 
secondary events as invalid events, (page 18 lines 33-35 discloses the 
suppression of secondary faults) 
Regarding claim 66, Greenwald discloses: 

automatically dispatching a problem ticket for the valid event, (page 19, 
line 30 - page 20 line 3 disclose presenting fault information (i.e. a problem ticket) 
to a user to solve the problem) 
Regarding claim 69, Greenwald discloses: 

the step of creating an event record descriptive of the event prior to 
performing event validation. (Page 18 lines 26-27 disclose the creation of fault 
objects as soon as a fault is detected) 
Regarding claims 70-71, Greenwald discloses: 
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the step of updating the event record with a status of the event as valid or 
invalid after performing event validation, (the fault object is updated after every 
fault handler is executed) 
Regarding claim 72, Greenwald discloses: 

appending information indicative of results of the automated event 
processing to a problem ticket. (Page 19 lines 30-36 disclose including the 
processing steps and their results in the trouble ticket that is forwarded to the 
user.) 

Regarding claim 73, Greenwald discloses: 

wherein invoking the validation routine comprises dynamically loading a 
script dependent on the event class. (The Examiner notes that fault handlers are 
scripts that are loaded when an event occurs, and that they are invoked based 
upon fault type.) 

5. Claim 67 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Greenwald, Callay, and Kojima as applied to claim 56 above, and further in view of 
Hermann et al. (US 2002/0138638), hereafter Hermann. 

Greenwald, Callay, and Kojima teach all the limitations of claim 67 except for 
ignoring events from devices that are in maintenance. 

The general concept of ignoring alarms from machines that are in maintenance is 
well known in the art as taught by Hermann. ([0034] discloses ignoring alarms from 
systems that are undergoing maintenance.) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Greenwald, Callay, and Kojima with the general concept of ignoring 
alarms from machines that are in maintenance as taught by Hermann in order to further 
eliminate alarms to process from the system. 

6. Claim 62 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Greenwald, Callay, and Kojima as applied to claim 56 above, and further in view of 
Golov et al. (US 6124790), hereafter Golov. 

Greenwald, Callay, and Kojima teach all the limitations of claims 62 except for 
marking transient events as invalid events. 

The general concept of ignoring transient events in a fault handling system is well 
known in the art as taught by Golov. (Col. 2 lines 9-1 1 ) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Greenwald, Callay, and Kojima with the general concept of ignoring 
transient events in a fault handling system as taught by Golov in order to filter out 
redundant alarm messages that do not convery useful or necessary fault information. 
(Golov, Col 2 lines 15-19) 

7. Claims 58-61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Greenwald, Callay, and Kojima as applied to claim 56 above, and further in view of 
Daniel et al. (US 5321837), hereafter Daniel. 

Greenwald, Calley and Kojima teach all the limitations of claims 58-61 except for 
the use of a default event handler if an event class does not have a pre-defined event 
handler. 
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The general concept of assigning a default handler for an object that does not 
have a specific handler is well known in the art as taught by Daniel. (Col. 2 line 43 
teaches the assigning of a default event class to events that do not fit any of the pre- 
defined classes, which inherently would lead to a default event handler for that class. In 
addition, Col. 2 line 68 - Col. 3 line 3 teach the use of a default action for an event that 
does not have a pre-defined action.) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Greenwald and Calley with the general concept of assigning a 
default handler for an object that does not have a specific handler as taught by Daniel in 
order to make sure that all events have some processing applied to them regardless of 
class (i.e. logging). 

Regarding claim 58, Greenwald discloses: 

wherein step (b) further comprises invoking a default validation routine 
that stores a summary of the problem as a validation result and ends the 
automated triage process if no validation routine exists for the event class. (The 
Examiner notes that a summary of the problem is stored inherently in Greenwald 
when in page 18, lines 26-27 the raw fault data are organized into fault objects. 
Additionally, the Examiner notes that since in Greenwald performs step b) as 
stated in claim 56 when a routine does exist, even if Greenwald did not disclose 
a default validation routine, it would still meet the limitations of the claim.) 
Regarding claim 59, Greenwald discloses: 
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further comprising re-invoking the validation routine for the event class 
after invoking the remediation routine to determine whether the problem was 
resolved by the remediation routine, (page 15, lines 5-7 disclose verifying that the 
problem has been fixed) 
Regarding claim 60, Greenwald discloses: 

wherein the re-invoked validation routine re-tests the object and stores the 
validation result, and updates the first variable to indicate the validation status, 
(page 19 lines 30-36 disclose including the processing steps and their results) 
Regarding claim 61, Greenwald discloses: 

wherein the triage data comprises the first variable indicating the 
validation status and the second variable containing the path to the stored 
validation results. (Page 19, lines 30-36, disclose a presentation system for the 
fault objects. Clearly the validation status must be present, as it is stated that "all 
information" about the fault is presented. It is inherent that the presentation 
system must have some way of knowing a path to the validation results, or else 
there would be no way for the system to present them to the user.) 
Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed 1/28/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

9. Applicant argues that Greenwald does not teach automatic fault resolution (i.e. 
not by a user). First, the Examiner asserts that Greenwald does not teach away from 
this, in fact Greenwald appears to teach this on page 20, lines 4-1 1 , where the fault 
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recourse involves various actions, implying that the fault recourse is performing the 
actions, not a user. However, even if this was not the case, automating a previously 
manual process is an obvious variation, well within the ability of one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See MPEP 2144.04 Section III. 

1 0. The Examiner does not believe that the amendment made to the independent 
claims does not distinguish from Greenwald. Specifically, "... validation and remediation 
routines based on an event class such that the same routines are called for events 
within the same event class...". In Greenwald, the routines are invoked for the same 
events of the same type. 

1 1 . The Examiner invites Applicant to schedule an interview to discuss possible 
amendments with the Examiner prior to filing them in response to this Non-final Office 
action to ensure that the amendments will overcome the art of record. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL E. KEEFER whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1591 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 
9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nathan Flynn can be reached on (571) 272-1915. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

MEK 4/1 1/2008 

/Joseph E. Avellino/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2146 



